Pages have been removed from this
document in order to be released to the

public

Esther Palmer
Administrative Record File Coordinator
November 2002



005056

United States Department of Energy

Savannah River Site

Interim Record of Decision for the
Old Solvent Tanks at the
Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U)

WSRC-RP-2000-4193
Rev. 1
August 2001

RECEIVE])

SEp 10 2001
DIVISION
ASSESSMENT & QE.S:U..E U
""" + &« REMEDIATION

Prepared by: /
Westinghouse Savannah River Company LLC l n
Savannan River Siie & =
Aiken, SC 29808 \" ./. b

Prepared for the U. S. Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-A >09-96-SR16500 ) § /



DISCLAIMER

This report was prepared by Westinghouse Savannah River Company LLC (WSRC) for the United
States Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-AC09-96SR-18500 and is an account of work
performed under that contract. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process or
service by trademark, name, manufacturer or otherwise does not necessarily constitute or imply
endorsement, recommendation, or favoring of same by WSRC or the United States Government or

any agency thereof.

Printed in the United States of America
Prepared For
U.S. Department of Energy
and
Westinghouse Savannah River Company LLC
Aiken, South Carolina




Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Declaration 1 of 6

Declaration for the Interim Record of Decision

Unit Name and Location

Old Solvent Tanks (650-01E through —22E), Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Identification Number:
0OuU-32

Savannah River Site, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) Identification Number: SC1 890 008 989

Aiken, South Carolina

United States Department of Energy (USDOE)

The Old Solvent Tanks, 650-01E through -22E (OSTs), are a solid waste management
unit regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 3004(u) Solid
Waste Management Unit/CERCLA. The Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) (FFA 1993)
lists the OSTs as a component of the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (ORWBG)
(643-E) operable unit, which is a RCRA/CERCLA unit in Appendix C of the FFA for the
Savannah River Site (SRS).

A modification to the SRS RCRA Part B Permit (SC1 890 008 989) is required for this
interim action because a portion of this interim action will result in a final condition. The
RCRA Part B Permit will be modified to reflect the actions to be performed under this
interim record of decision (IROD). The required public participation requirements and
regulatory approvals for the RCRA Permit modification will be met. This IROD satisfies
the RCRA requirements for an interim measures work plan.

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedy for the OSTs, located at the SRS in
Aiken, South Carolina. The interim remedy was chosen in accordance with the
evaluation and decision-making process prescribed by CERCLA, as amended by the
Superfund Amendments Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
decision is permanently documented in the Administrative Record File for the ORWBG.

The State of South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
(SCDHEC) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) concur
with the selected remedy.

Assessment of the Site

The response action selected in this IROD is necessary to protect worker and public
health as well as the environment from potential releases of hazardous substances.
Because these tanks are nearly empty, a large underground void exists. If the structural
integrity of the tanks were to fail, the ground surface would collapse creating an
immediate safety threat to workers and others who may be near the area. Collapse of the
tanks may render the residual materials more accessible to workers and the public, thus
creating an exposure risk. Exposure of the tanks’ contents to the environment may also
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cause uncontrolled and unmonitored releases. Also, an overlying infiltration control
system (cover/cap) will eventually be installed over the tanks and should the tanks
collapse, damage to that protective system would be extensive.

Description of the Selected Remedy

Methods for stabilizing the tanks were evaluated and are documented in the corrective
measures study/feasibility study (CMS/FS) for the ORWBG (WSRC 2000a). As
documented in the statement of basis (SB)/interim action proposed plan (IAPP) for the
OSTs (WSRC 2000b), the preferred remedial alternative is Alternative OST Il-e:
Grouting of Tank Wastes In Situ. The 22 OSTs will remain at their existing location
within the ORWBG and be filled with grouting material. The primary function of the
grout is to provide structural strength and stability for the tanks by filling the void with
material that prevents collapse. Incidental to any mixing that may occur, residual
material in the tanks will be incorporated into the grouting mixture. This incidental
mixing will ultimately improve environmental protectiveness by rendering the residual
material more immobile. The resulting cured (hardened) grouting mixture will also
create a large solid mass that will make direct human contact with the residual materials
more difficult and lessen the adverse effects to human health associated with that direct
contact.

The proposed action to stabilize the OSTs is being pursued as an interim effort while the
decision-making process continues for final closure of the ORWBG. As part of that final
decision, potentially contaminated soil around the tanks and long-term monitoring and
access controls will be addressed. Structural stabilization of the OSTs will simply serve
as a component of the much larger closure effort of the ORWBG. Final closure of the
ORWBG will be addressed in a separate record of decision (ROD).

Statutory Determinations

This interim action is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate, and
is cost-effective. This action is interim and does not preclude the selection or use of
alternative treatment technologies for this operable unit. Because this action is a
component of the final remedy for the ORWBG, the statutory preference for remedies
that reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element will be addressed by the
final closure of the ORWBG. Subsequent remedial actions will address the risks and
uncertainties posed by the conditions at the ORWBG.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels
that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted to
ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment within five years after commencement of the remedial action. Because this
is an IROD, review of this operable unit and of this remedy will continue as USDOE
develops remedial alternatives for the ORWBG.
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Data Certification Checklist
This IROD provides the following information:

e Constituents of interest and their respective concentrations,

e Baseline risk,

e Remedial action objectives and the basis for the objectives,

e Current and future land and groundwater use assumptions used in the IROD,

e Land and groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result of the
selected remedy,

e Estimated capital, operation and maintenance, and total present worth cost;
discount rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are
projected,

e Decision factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., description of how the
selected remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the
balancing and modifying criteria), and

e How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed.



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Declaration 4 of 6

This page was intentionally left blank



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Declaration S of 6

Authorizing Signatures

§)2i)0 Jlnr Foery
Date Thomas F. Heenan

Assistant Manager for Environment, Science and Technology
U.S. Department of Energy, Savannah River Operations Office

AN \\\\S\\\ \\\kﬁ\\«\

Date Richard D. Green
Division Director
Waste Management Division
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region IV

Y
L ; 5 / ) N
L/f i s \; / . %"?’J’-’/""LL (/ _Qv.j /%/
Date R. Lewis Shaw ’

Deputy Commissioner
Environmental Quality Control
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Declaration 6 of 6

This page was intentionally left blank



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks @ 0 8 (6 G WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Page i of vi
DECISION SUMMARY

Interim Record of Decision for the
Old Solvent Tanks
at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U)

WSRC-RP-2000-4193
Rev. 1
August 2001

Savannah River Site
Aiken, South Carolina

Prepared by:

Westinghouse Savannah River Company LLC
for the
U. S. Department of Energy under Contract DE-AC09-96SR18500
Savannah River Operations Office
Aiken, South Carolina



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Page ii of vi

This page was intentionally left blank



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 i Page iii of vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Section Page
L Savannah River Site and Operable Unit Name, Location, and Description............. 1
I1. Site and Operable Unit Compliance HiStory ........cccccoeovivimnnniinininnnciieece 1
III.  Highlights of Community PartiCipation...........coecvvveviiiivinennninnccceeiienes 3
IV.  Scope and Role of the Operable Unit Within the Site Strategy...........ccoceeveinnennne. 5
V. Operable Unit CharacteristiCs .........coiviiiiniiiniiiiicciiiint et 6
VI.  Current and Potential Future Site and Resource Uses .......cc.coceecerveecrnviceinscrennnne 7
VII.  Summary of Operable Unit RiSKS.......cccoiiiriniiniienieccrceiininciieennecse e 7
VIII. Remedial Action Objectives and Remedial Goals ..................... 9
IX.  Description 0f AIfEMAtIVES .......ccovieureiiieiienieciincereeienr s sas e 9
X. Comparative Analysis 0f AItErNatiVes .........ccoceveevecreriieniinieniicrenectereceenenees 11
XI.  The Selected REMEAY .......cceeieeiieiiiiiiriiieniiirite e e siee e seeseateenneesneessneesssassenans 12
XII.  Statutory Determinations ......c.oovceirreerriiimrniiienniteeieeeeeees s esstteseeesseesseesssreeeee s 14
XIII. Explanation of Significant Changes.........c.cccocuvievrivuicnricimniininniiccnceeneennns 14
XIV. ReSpONSIVENess SUMIMATY......ccc.eeeiierrutenrierreerieeseereceeseentesssesssisseeaeaseesonsessesesss 14
XV. Post-ROD Document Schedule and Description ..........cccceoveeeemevcrenicrnniicnnnennne. 14

XVL

R T EIICES . oo eeee e e e et eeeseermaeee st eaaneseesuasasssssnsnsssressnssesssssnesessnsasnan 15



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks

e sk MDA MDA ndlcn Wancda Devclal Mlenseed /T
dl UK viu l\dulUdLllVC YY dSt€ piriai uilouiia LtV

Savannah River Site, August 2001

WSRC-RP-2000-4193

Daw 1
NnEV. 1

Page iv of vi

List of Figures

Figure 1. Location of the Burial Ground Complcx at SRS

Figure 3. Ma

Figure 4. Photograph of the OSTs.......... e
Figure 5. RCRA/CERCLA Logic FIOWChATt ...........coovervverrrnrerrrrnne.
Figure 6. CSM for the ORWBG ...,

Figure 7. Implementation Schedule for the OSTS......cocccecevviniiccennns

List of Tables

Table 1. Concentrations of Constituents of Interest in the OSTs

Table 2. OST AItErnatives ........c.ccceoevciecriniiennecemisiienccneenienneienens
Table 3. ARARs for the Selected Remedy ........cc.coccnierrecinnieninnnees

Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives - OSTSs .......c..cccc......
Co

st Estimate for Alternative OST-Ile

¥
OST Bstim C-ALAB RV VS LWl § § T« 10§ 4 Ty NILUW

List of Appendices

Appendix A. Responsiveness SUMMAry .........ccccceeeevieneecierieesiennennne



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks

WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1

Savannah River Site, August 2001

Page v of vi

LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

as low as reasonably achievable

contamination area

Citizens Advisory Board

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act

QR ] I :
Comprehensive Environmental R nse, Compen

Liability Information System

Code of Federal Regulations

curie

Consolidated Incineration Facility
corrective measures implementation
corrective measures study/feasibility study
computerized burial record analysis
conceptual site model

Effluent Treatment Facility

fixed contamination area

Federal Facility Agreement

Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments
interim action proposed plan

integrator operable unit

interim record of decision

in-situ vitrification

limited liability company

maximum contaminant levels

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
National Environmental Policy Act, 1969
New Solvent Storage Tanks

National Priorities List

operation and maintenance

Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground, 643-E
Old Solvent Tanks, 650-01E through —22E
picoCuries per gram

proposed plan

principal threat source material
plutonium-uranium extraction

remedial action implementation plan
remedial action objectives

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RCRA Facility Investigation

remedial goals

Remedial Investigation

record of decision

statement of basis



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Page vi of vi
SCDHEC South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
SCHWMR South Carolina Hazardous Waste Management Regulation

SRS Savannah River Site

TRU transuranic

USC United States Code

USDOE United States Department of Energy

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

WIPP Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

WSRC Westinghouse Savannah River Company



Interim Record of Decision for the Old Solvent Tanks WSRC-RP-2000-4193

at the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground (U) Rev. 1
Savannah River Site, August 2001 Page 1 of 38

I SAVANNAH RIVER SITE AND OPERABLE UNIT NAME, LOCATION,
AND DESCRIPTION

Old Solvent Tanks (650-01E through —22E), Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Identification Number:
OouU-32

Savannah River Site, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) Identification Number: SC1 890 008 989

Aiken, South Carolina

United States Department of Energy (USDOE)

Savannah River Site (SRS) occupies approximately 310 square miles of land adjacent to
the Savannah River, principally in Aiken and Bammwell counties of South Carolina
(Figure 1). SRS is located approximately 25 miles southeast of Augusta, Georgia, and 20
miles south of Aiken, South Carolina.

The USDOE owns SRS, which historically produced tritium, plutonium, and other
special nuclear materials for national defense and the national space exploration program.
Chemical and radioactive wastes are by-products of nuclear material production
processes. Hazardous substances, as defined by CERCLA, are currently present in the
environment at SRS.

The Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) (FFA 1993) for SRS lists the Old Radioactive
Waste Burial Ground (including Solvent Tanks 650-01E - 22E), 643-E (ORWBG) as a
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)/CERCLA unit requiring further
evaluation. The ORWBG operable unit required further evaluation through an
investigation process that integrates and combines the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI)
process with the CERCLA remedial investigation (RI) process to determine the actual or
potential impact to human health and the environment of releases of hazardous
substances to the environment.

IL SITE AND OPERABLE UNIT COMPLIANCE HISTORY
SRS Operational and Compliance History

The primary mission of SRS was to produce tritium, plutonium, and other special nuclear
materials for national defense programs. Production of nuclear materials for the defense
program was discontinued in 1988. SRS still provides nuclear materials for the national
space exploration program, as well as for medical, industrial, and research efforts. SRS
also still maintains a major role in the stabilization of weapons-related nuclear materials
and waste. As a result of the numerous nuclear material production and treatment
processes, chemical and radioactive wastes were generated. Much of these wastes have
been treated, stored, and in some cases, disposed at SRS. Although historical disposal
practices were similar to commercial and non-nuclear industries and were even state-of-
the-art, they nonetheless resulted in soil and groundwater contamination.
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Hazardous waste materials handled at SRS are managed under RCRA, a comprehensive
law requiring responsible management of hazardous waste. Certain SRS activities
require South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC)
operating or post-closure permits under RCRA. SRS received a RCRA hazardous waste
permit from the SCDHEC, which was most recently renewed on September 5, 1995. On
March 30, 2000, SRS submitted an application to renew the 1995 permit. Module IV of
the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) portion of the RCRA permit
mandates corrective action requirements for non-regulated solid waste management units
subject to RCRA 3004(u) and 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 264.101.

On December 21, 1989, SRS was added to the National Priorities List (NPL). This
inclusion created a need to integrate the established RFI program with CERCLA
requirements to provide for a focused environmental program. In accordance with
Section 120 of CERCLA 42 United States Code (USC) Section 9620, USDOE has
negotiated a FFA (FFA 1993) with the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) and SCDHEC to coordinate remedial activities at SRS into one comprehensive
strategy which fulfills these dual regulatory requirements. USDOE functions as the lead
agency for remedial activities at SRS, with concurrence by the USEPA - Region IV and
the SCDHEC.

Operable Unit Operational and Compliance History

The Old Solvent Tanks, 650-01E through —22E (OSTs) are a subunit of the ORWBG
operable unit. The ORWBG is listed in Appendix C of the FFA as “Old Radioactive
Waste Burial Ground (Including Solvent Tanks 650-01E - 22E), 643-E”. The ORWBG
is part of the central disposal area for solid radioactive waste at SRS known as the Burial
Ground Complex (Figure 2). Other operable units in the Burial Ground Complex include
the Mixed Waste Management Facility, the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal
Facility, Solvent Tanks S23-S30, and Solvent Tank 32 (Figure 2). The Burial Ground
Complex 1s located in the interior of SRS, approximately 6 miles from the nearest SRS
boundary (Figure 1).

The OSTs comprise 22 underground storage tanks designated 650-01E through -22E
(Figure 3). In some SRS documents, the tanks are identified as SO1 through S22. The
tanks were installed at various dates from 1955 to 1968. Some of these tanks were
utilized as fuel storage tanks at SRS and other federal facilities prior to their underground
emplacement in the ORWBG.

All 22 tanks were constructed of thin-walled (approximately 0.75-inch) milled steel.
Each tank is equipped with one or two riser/vent pipes (Figure 3). The tanks have
different sizes and capacities. The diameters range from 7.5 to 11.0 feet, and the lengths
range from 18.0 to 38.5 feet. The capacities range from 6,769 to 27,016 gallons. The
total capacity of all 22 tanks is 294,308 gallons.

The tanks were placed underground in a horizontal position. The depths to the top of the
tanks range from 6 inches to 7 feet, 4 inches. Most of the tanks are slightly inclined
(tilted); several are inclined more than 6 inches.
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Hundreds of thousands of gallons of solvent were used in the chemical separations
facilities at SRS in a process that removes plutonium and uranium from spent fuel rods.
The spent solvent generated from this plutonium-uranium extraction (PUREX) process
consisted of a mixture of tri-n-butyl phosphate and dodecane. When the solvent became
degraded and no longer useful, it was managed as low-level radioactive waste.

Until the mid-1970s, this low-level waste stream was temporarily stored in the 22 OSTs
where it was “‘aged” to allow the short-lived fission and activation products to decrease
through radioactive decay. Once the solvent aged (about 6 months to 12.4 years), it was
burned in pans open to the atmosphere. Open pan burning was discontinued in 1972.
Operational use of the tanks ceased in 1974; no additional solvent was placed in the tanks
after 1974. From March 1977 through May 1978, the contents of tanks 650-01E through
—18E were pumped out to the extent practical and consolidated into tanks 650-19E
through -22E. From November 1980 through January 1981, the contents of 650-19E
through -22E were transferred out of the ORWBG into new tanks S23 through S30 in the
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facility. All 22 tanks of the OSTs were pumped
to the extent practical, however some residual liquids and/or solids remain in the bottom
of each tank (see Section V for a discussion of the residual tank contents).

In 1996, SCDHEC and USEPA issued an interim record of decision (IROD) (WSRC
1996) to place a soil cover on the ORWBG. The interim action installed a 2- to 8-foot-
thick low permeability native soil cover and an associated drainage network over most of
the ORWBG to minimize infiltration and leaching of the buried waste. However, the
native soil cover was not placed over the OSTs, pending remediation.

The OSTs are located near the middle of the ORWBG in the Burial Ground Complex at
SRS (Figure 2). General public access to SRS and the Burial Ground Complex is
prohibited by perimeter fences, guards, and security patrols. Access by SRS workers to
areas within the Burial Ground Complex is controlled by physical and administrative
controls. The physical barrier to the Burial Ground Complex is an 8-ft high chain-link
and barbed-wire fence. Administrative controls include orange marker balls and signs
identifying the ORWBG as a CERCLA waste unit and as an Underground Radioactive
Materials Area. At the OSTs, a chain barrier and signs provide administrative controls to
prevent prolonged exposure to fixed contamination on the riser pipes (see Section VII for
a summary of the unit risks). An aerial photograph of the ORWBG and OSTs is provided
as Figure 4.

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Both RCRA and CERCLA require the public be given an opportunity to review and
comment on the draft permit modification and proposed remedial alternative. Public
participation requirements are listed in South Carolina Hazardous Waste Management
Regulation (SCHWMR) R.61-79.124, 40 CFR 124, and Sections 113 and 117 of
CERCLA 42 USC Sections 9613 and 9617. These requirements include establishment of
an Administrative Record File that documents the investigation and selection of remedial
alternatives and allows for review and comment by the public regarding those
alternatives. The Administrative Record File must be established at or near the facility at
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issue. The SRS Public Involvement Plan (USDOE 1994) is designed to facilitate public
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remedial alternatives. The SRS Public Involvement Plan addresses the requirements of
RCRA, CERCLA, and the National Environmentai Policy Act, 1969 (NEPA).
SCHWMR R.61-79.124 and Section 117(a) of CERCLA, as amended, require the
advertisement of the draft permit modification and notice of any proposed remedial
action and provide the public an opportunity to participate in the selection of the remedial

action. The Statement of Basis/Interim Action Proposed Plan for the Old Solvent Tanks
at thoe NId Radipactive Wacte Rurial Ground (WQD(‘ 2000b) a nart of the Aﬂmlnleh‘ahvp
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Record File, hlghhghts key aspects of the investigation and identifies the preferred action
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for addressi g he OSTs.
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The FFA Administrative Record File, which contains the information pertaining to the
selection of the response action, is available at the following locations:

US Department of Energy

Public Reading Room
Gregg-Graniteville Library
University of South Carolina — Aiken

171 IInivercity Parkwav
47 A il Vvlolt A CAEAMYY “J

Thomas Cooper Library
Government Documents Department
University of South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina 29208
(803) 777-4866

The RCRA Administrative Record File for SCDHEC is available for review by the public

at the following locations:

G vasw 2VUia 1Lig Vv auUng.

th 11 D) £ 1T
utlnl Larociina uel.lcu tment of Health

s
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-
o

Bureau of Land and Waste Management
8901 Farrow Road

Columbia, South Carolina 29203

(803) 896-4000

Lower Savannah District Environmental Quality Control Office
206 Beaufort Street, Northeast

Aiken, South Carolina 29801
(803) 641-7670
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interim action because a portion of this interim action will result in a final condition. The
RCRA Part B Permit will be modified to reflect the actions to be performed under this
IROD. The required public participation requirements and regulatory approvals for the
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RCRA Permit modification will be met. This IROD satisfies the RCRA requirements for
an interim measures work plan.

The public was notified of the public comment period through mailings of the SRS
Environmental Bulletin, a newsletter sent to citizens in South Carolina and Georgia, and
through notices in the Aiken Standard, the Allendale Citizen Leader, the Augusta
Chronicle, the Barnwell People-Sentinel, and The State newspaper. The public comment
period was also announced on local radio stations.

The statement of basis (SB)/interim action proposed plan (IAPP) 45-day public comment
period began on April 4, 2001 and ended on May 18, 2001. A Responsiveness Summary,
prepared to address comments received during the public comment period, is provided in
Appendix A of the IROD.

IV.  SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE OPERABLE UNIT WITHIN THE SITE
STRATEGY

RCRA/CERCLA Programs at SRS

RCRA/CERCLA units at SRS (including the ORWBG and OSTs) are subject to a multi-
stage RI process that integrates the requirements of RCRA and CERCLA as outlined in
the FFA (FFA 1993). The major steps in this integrated RCRA/CERCLA process are:

L Investigation and characterization of potentially impacted environmental media
(such as soil, groundwater, and surface water) comprising the waste site and
surrounding areas,

. Evaluation of risk to human health and the local ecological community,

. Screening of possible remedial actions to identify technologies that protect human
health and the environment,

° Implementation of the selected alternative,
o Documentation that the remediation has been performed competently, and
. Evaluation of the effectiveness of the technology (remedy).

The steps of this process are iterative and include decision points that require concurrence
among USDOE as the lead agency and owner/operator and USEPA and SCDHEC as
regulatory oversight agencies. Public input is an integral step in this decision-making
process. Please refer to Figure 5.

Operable Unit Remedial Strategy

The ORWBG is presently undergoing the decision-making process for its final remedial
response (closure). Because the OSTs are within the ORWBG operable unit, any final
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action implemented at the ORWBG (e.g., rainwater infiltration control system, institutional
controls, etc.) would include the OSTs. The final remedy for the ORWBG has not yet been
selected but, as documented in the CMS/FS (WSRC 2000b), all of the alternatives under
consideration first require stabilization of the OSTs. This IROD addresses only the tanks

and the recidnal materiale incide the tanke Soil con tamination for the entire ORWRG
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will be addressed by the final action for the ORWBG.

Groundwater has been contaminated by releases from the various facilities in the Burial
Ground Complex (WSRC 1995, WSRC 1997a). The contaminated groundwater is
currently managed by the corrective action program in the SRS RCRA Part B permit for
the Mixed Waste Management Facility (WSRC 1995) in accordance with Settlement
Agreement 87-52-SW. Under that permit, institutional controls for the Burial Ground

Complex, including groundwater monitoring, are required for a period of 100 years or

An IOU is a surface water body that represents the combmed contamination dlscharged
to the surface water body from ali source units in the watershed. Several other source
and groundwater operable units within this watershed are being investigated and
evaluated to determine impacts, if any, to associated streams and wetlands. Subsequent
to those investigations, remedial actions may be undertaken.

V. OPERABLE UNIT CHARACTERISTICS

Conceptual Site Model for the OSTs

To better understand the risks posed against current and future rece

1 U 23RS pPUSL e Rul g

site model (CSM) of the unit was developed The CSM illustrate
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The CSM is provided as Figure 6.

Media Assessment

A comprehensive investigation and review of historical disposal records, operational
records, and other documents was conducted for the ORWBG and OSTs. The findings
from this records review were integrated with aerial photographs, construction drawings,
health physics burial maps, the computerized burial record analysis (COBRA) database (a

historical catalog of individual disposals), and even interviews with current and former

SRS staff. ThlS investigation is documented in Source Term for the Old Radioactive
Weacty Diszsal Taniad /NADIIIDY) sramnal River itz WQRO 1007y TTioe oo
Waste Burial Ground (ORWBG), Savannah River Site (YWORL 1Y5/D). Historical
information was augmented by non-intrusive investigations such as groundwater
monitoring (WSRC 1997a), soil gas surveys, ambient air monitoring of volatiles,
monitoring of tritiated atmospheric vapor and standing surface water, and ground
penetrating radar surveys. A summary of the characterization techniques and results is
provided in Corrective Measures Study/Feasibility Study for the Old Radioactive Waste

Burial Ground 643-E (WSRC 2000a).
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Video surveys and sampling of the OSTs were performed to better understand the current
condition of the tanks and their contents (WSRC 1998ab,c). Video surveys with a
remote camera were conducted for each tank. The remote video surveys revealed no
visible evidence of tank breaching. The video surveys were used to verify and refine the
estimated volume of residual materials (liquids and solids) that remain in the OSTs.
Currently, four of the tanks contain no liquids. The other tanks have liquid volumes
ranging from 5 to 1,995 gallons for a total of 5,635 gallons. On average, approximately 2
percent of the volume of the tanks is filled with liquid, with the largest percentage being
8 percent in Tank 20. Except for Tank 6, all tanks contain solids. Volumes of solids in
the tanks range from 0.267 to 36.38 cubic feet. On average, 0.3 percent of the tank
volume is filled with solids.

The tanks were also sampled in 1998. Sampling was performed to the extent practical
given the small amount of residual material in the tanks and the limited access to the
tanks. Aqueous liquid samples were obtained from 14 tanks, organic liquid samples were
obtained from 2 tanks, and sludge samples were obtained from 12 tanks. Analytical
results for constituents of interest are presented in Table 1. Analytical-techniques and
complete results are summarized in Workplan/RCRA Facility Investigation/ Remedial
Investigation Report for the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground 643-E, S01-S22
(WSRC 1997c) and in Addendum to the Workplan/RCRA Facility Investigation/
Remedial Investigation Report for the Old Radioactive Waste Burial Ground 643-E,
S01-522 (WSRC 2000c).

VI. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

The OSTs are located within a Heavy Industrial (Nuclear) zone. The USDOE will
maintain control of this area. In the Savannah River Site Future Use Project Report
(USDOE 1996), the USDOE has taken steps to prohibit residential use of SRS land in the
vicinity of the OSTs through its plan for current and future use of the SRS. Therefore,
future residential use and potential residential water usage in the area are not anticipated.
Current and anticipated future land use is industrial.

VII. SUMMARY OF OPERABLE UNIT RISKS
Baseline Risk Assessment

Because a detailed characterization was not performed on the ORWBG, a conventional
baseline risk assessment, whose basis is the result of characterization, was not performed.
The decision not to undergo detailed characterization, which typically involves intrusive
sampling into the unit, was mutually agreed upon by USEPA, SCDHEC, and USDOE.
The three agencies felt that: (1) intrusive sampling may cause or accelerate releases of
buried hazardous substances to the environment; (2) the handling of radioactive materials
or toxic substances poses a significant risk to workers; (3) intrusive sampling poses many
implementation complexities; (4) the quality of the resulting data (should sampling be
performed) would not significantly improve the understanding of the conditions at the
ORWBG; (5) the results of sampling would not significantly improve the ability to
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evaluate and select the final remedy; and (6) uncertainties presented by the lack of
detailed characterization data could be managed by the final remedy.

The three agencies recognize that remediation will reduce risks and will remove some
exposure pathways. SRS did perform limited quantitative risk evaluations and qualitative
risk evaluations to sufficiently improve the understanding of relative risks so that the
three agencies can proceed with the remedy selection process. Human health and
ecological risks posed by the OSTs include the following:

Exposure Risk at Ground Surface: Although the tanks are underground and covered by
up to several feet of soil, there remains some exposure risk at the ground surface. The
OST riser pipes, which extend from the tanks to the surface, are contaminated with fixed
radioactive material and consequently, the area is controlled as a Fixed Contamination
Area (FCA). An FCA is defined as an area with radioactive material that cannot be
readily removed from surfaces by nondestructive means, such as casual contact, wiping,
brushing, or laundering. The FCA is within a larger area surrounding the OSTs that is
currently controlled as a Contamination Area (CA). This designation provides
administrative controls to prevent current SRS workers (who perform routine
maintenance activities in the area) from prolonged exposure to the riser pipes. The
maximum dose expected on contact with the OST riser pipes is less than (<) 5 millirem
per hour. The whole body penetrating dose (gamma) at the ground surface of the
ORWBG and OSTs and the OST riser pipes is below the detection limit of current field
portable radiation instrumentation. The maximum dose expected at the ground surface of
an area posted as a CA is < 5 millirem per hour. Surface exposure risk will be managed
by the final action for the ORWBG operable unit; this interim action is not intended to
mitigate surface risk.

Exposure Risk to Tank Contents: The residual material in the tanks is a discernable
source and there are high levels of radionuclides (Table 1). As such, the residual tank
contents are considered principal threat source material (PTSM) (i.e., a material that
warrants a preference for treatment as part of the selected remedy, to the extent
practicable). Although the residual material is currently buried below the land surface, it
would pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment if exposure were
to occur. For example, if an inadvertent intruder were to gain access to the tanks,
unacceptable exposure would occur and the tank contents could be released into
surrounding soils where it may impact plants and animals. Alternatively, if an opening in
the top of one of the tanks were to develop, rainwater could accumulate in the tank,
overflow the tank, and contaminate the environment. These risks will be addressed by
the interim action.

Tank Collapse: In the long term, if the tanks were to structurally fail, they would
collapse because they are nearly empty. Any overlying infiltration control system that
might be placed as a final action would be damaged and there would be the potential for
release to the environment. This risk will be addressed by the interim action.
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None of the OSTs contain a sufficient quantity of fissile material to cause a spontaneous
and self-sustaining nuclear chain reaction under any of the alternatives considered.
Simply put, nuclear criticality cannot occur (WSRC 2000b).

Summary of Contaminant Migration

Fate and transport calculations (WSRC 2000a) were performed to assess the leachability
threat posed by the ORWBG and the OSTs. The leachability risks posed by the OSTs

include the followine:
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case scenario where thcre was an instantaneous release of all residual materials in the
tanks and rainwater were to flush and transport that material to the groundwater, the
release would not impact groundwater above standards (maximum contaminant levels
[MCLs]) at the seepline.

Risk to Groundwater Quality Under the ORWBG: The fate and transport calculations
indicate that under the same worst-case scenario of instantaneous release, the
groundwater immediately under the ORWBG would be impacted above MCLs.

VIII. REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES AND REMEDIAL GOALS

As documented in the CMS/FS (WSRC 2000a), the remedial action objectives (RAOs)

Stabilize the tanks to prevent collapse,
e Minimize the exposure risk to workers (current and future),
e Prevent or mitigate inadvertent intrusion via intruder access controls, and

¢ Prevent or mitigate leaching of contaminants present in the tanks and surrounding
soils to groundwater above MCLs and discharge to surface water above standards.

There are no constituent-specific remedial goals (RGs) associated with this int

IX. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action to stabilize the OSTs is being pursued as an interim effort while the
decision-making process continues for final closure of the ORWBG. The alternatives
address only the tanks and the residual material within the tanks, and do not address any
potential soil contamination around the tanks or long-term monitoring or access controls.
Contaminated soil for the entire ORWBG will be addressed in a separate SB/PP for the
ORWBG operable unit as a whole. All viable alternatives in that SB/PP are anticipated

to include inctitutional contrale (lono_term manitaring  cite maintananca and arcace
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controls, including land use controls) as a component of the final remedy.
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Remedy Components, Common Elements, and Distinguishing Features of Each
Alternative

The alternatives for the OSTs (Table 2) are composed of the following primary
technologies:

Stabilization (Grouting). Stabilization, either physical or chemical, may be applied to
storage tanks. In the case of physical stabilization, grout occupies void spaces and
hardens into a cement-like matrix creating a solid mass. Grouting may also render
residual materials more immobile because of the incident mixing with grout.
Conventional grouting fluids are typically composed of cement or bentonite. The
material that is selected must be compatible with the tanks’ residual material. The grout
must be able to harden and remain competent in the presence of that material.

Vitrification. In situ vitrification (ISV) uses electrical power to heat and melt material
into glass. ISV greatly reduces contaminant mobility via leaching and biotic uptake by
immobilizing the contaminants in a glassy microcrystalline product. Due to the high
temperature induced during vitrification, the process also results in the destruction or
removal of organic contaminants in the waste medium. Furthermore, ISV provides
long-term stability to the site and reduces the long-term possibility of human intrusion.

Removal/Disposal. Removal/disposal would entail removal of the liquids and solids in
the tanks using a slurry process. If the removed material were determined to be
transuranic (TRU) waste, the slurry would be stabilized by solidification, packaged, and
temporarily stored on the TRU Pads at SRS pending eventual transport to the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP). If the removed material were to be determined to be
hazardous, then RCRA waste management requirements would also be imposed. If
removal were to be selected, additional sampling may be needed to ensure the waste
meets waste acceptance criteria of the receiving treatment/storage/disposal facility.
Removal and disposal of the metal tanks themselves is technically impractical — primarily
because the work would present unacceptable risk to workers. Because the tanks are
already situated in an area containing radioactive wastes, the exposure risk to remove the
tanks cannot be justified.

The alternatives considered for the interim action are listed below. Detailed descriptions
of these alternatives are provided in the CMS/FS for ORWBG (WSRC 2000a).

OST I-a: No Action: No Action would consist of no remedial activities to the OSTs.
The capital cost would be $0, and the operation and maintenance (O&M) cost would be
$32,000.

OST II-d: Vitrification of Tank Wastes In Situ: For Alternative OST II-d, the
residual liquid and solid materials in the tanks, and the tanks themselves, would be
vitrified in place. The tanks would be accessed and glass frit and other additives would
be placed in the tanks. Electrodes would be placed in the mixture and resistance heating
used to form a solid microcrystalline glass matrix. Additional backfill would be added to
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the tanks to fill any remaining voids. The capital cost would be $11 million, and the
O&M cost would be $Q’) 000
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would be filled with grout. Groutmg would occur with the tanks in their current state
(i.e., containing the residual liquids and solids). Grout would be pumped into the tanks
until all voids are filled. The capital cost would be $4.3 million, and the O&M cost

would be $82,000.
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OST II-f: Removing and Treating Liquid Tank Wastes and Grouting of Selid Tank
Wastes In Situ: Under Alternative OST II-f, the remaining liquids would be removed

prior to grouting. The liquids would be transferred to the New Solvent Storage Tanks
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the liquids, the solids (sludges) in the tanks would be grouted. Grout would be pumped

into the tanks until all voids are filled. The capital cost would be $186.9 million, and the
O&M cost would be $82,000.

OST II-j: Removing and Treating All Tank Wastes, and Stabilizing Empty Tanks
with Grout: Under Alternative OST II-j, the remaining liquids and solids in the tanks
would be removed using a slurry process. If it meets the definition of TRU waste, the

waste would be stabilized by solidification, packaged, and stored on the TRU Pads and
pvpntnn"v sent to WIPP. The empty tanks would then be filled with erout. The capital
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cost would be $24.1 million, and the O&M cost would be $82,000.
X. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Nine criteria, derived from the statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121, have
been established by the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP). In selecting the preferred alternative, the CERCLA criteria were used to
evaluate the alternatives. The criteria are as follows:

Overall protection of human health and the environment
Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs)
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Reduction of tox101ty, moblhty, or volume through treatment
Short-term effectiveness

Implementability

Cost

State acceptance

Community acceptance
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In selecting the preferred alternative, the above criteria are used to evaluate the
alternatives. The first two criteria are threshold criteria for which the remedial alternative
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must satisfy for consideration. See Table 3 for the list of the ARARs for the selected
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tradeoffs (advantages versus disadvantages) are identified and "balanced" for selection of
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a preferred alternative. Comparative evaluations of all the remedial action alternatives
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The preferred alternative is further evaluated in this document using the final two criteria,
which are State acceptance and community acceptance.

Key considerations in the remedy selection process include the following:

(1) The No Action base case does not meet the threshold criteria for protection of human
health and the environment or compliance with ARARs.

(2) Grouting poses a low risk to the workers who would be implementing the remedy,
sufficiently mitigates long-term structural collapse of the tanks, provides some
mitigation of potential leachability risks, and is cost-effective.

(3) Vitrification would provide long-term permanencc and protection against leaching,
but it is an emerging technology and there are some concerns with the technical
feasibility of implementation at the OSTs. Vitrification poses potential risks to the
workers who would be implementing the remedy because it would require
construction of access points in the tanks, and off-gassing would likely require a hood

to mitigate inhalation risk to the workers. Vitrification is not cost-effective.

(4) Removal alternatives present risks to the workers who would be performing the
removal. Removal is not consistent with SRS’s program of keeping worker exposure
as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA). Removal alternatives increase the
likelihood of environmental releases because the buried material is disturbed.
Removal alternatives present numerous waste (reatment, storage and disposal,

Table 4 nrovides the comnarative analvsic of alternatives

lable 4 provides the comparative analysis of alternatives
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The selected remedy is OST I-e. The solvent tanks will remain in place A1l A tombo
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will be completely filled with grout. The grout will be injected into the tanks through the
existing risers. The grout formula will be determined during the remedial design phase of
the project.

Grouting is selected as the preferred alternative because this alternative affords the
structural stability needed to prevent collapse, poses the lowest risk to the workers who
will be implementing the remedy, provides some reduction in leachability, presents the

fewest implementability concerns, and is the lowest cost alternative that still meets the
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a general preference for a remedy that includes some form of treatment. To the extent
practicable, grouting satisfies this preference for treatment.

Grouting meets the RAO to stabilize the tanks because the tanks will be filled with grout,
thus preventing collapse. Grouting satisfies the RAO to minimize risk to workers
because the risk to worker exposure is relatively low compared to other more intrusive
response actions (such as removal). Grouting meets the RAO to prevent or mitigate
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inadvertent intrusion because the resulting solid mass will prevent accidental, inadvertent
access into the tanks. Grouting, coupled with the low permeability cap which will be
placed over the tanks as part of the final action for the ORWBG, will meet the RAO to
prevent or mitigate leaching of contaminants above MCLs by reducing the threat of
release of contamination from the tanks into the soil and by reducing infiltration.
Grouting will reduce the leachability threat through incidental mixing of the residual tank
contents with grout, by providing a low nPI"T’nPahl]ITV material (the grout itself) over any

remammg materlal in the bottorn of the tanks, and by reducmg the likelihood of tank

SEPA concurrence with the proposed interim action has been

received.
Community acceptance of the proposed interim action was determined by giving the
public an opportunity to comment on the SB/IAPP during the public comment period.
No comments were received from the public that would change the selection of the
preferred alternative. Public comments concerning the interim remedy are addressed in
the Responsiveness Summary of this IROD.

This remedy may change as a result of the remedial design or construction processes.
Chanees to the remedv described in the IROD will be documented in the Adminictrative
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Record utilizing a memo, an Explanation of Significant Difference, or IROD
Amendment.

Cost Estimate for the Seiected Remedy

The cost estimate to grout the tanks is detailed in Table 5. The estimated direct capital
cost is $1.9 million. Indirect capital cost is $2.4 million. —The present value of O&M
costs is $82,000. The total estimated present value cost is $4.4 million.

Estimated Outcomes of Selected Remedy

Upon completion of the selected remedy, SRS will be able to operate heavy machinery in
the area without the risk of tank collapse. This will allow implementation of a final

remedy for the ORWBG as a whole, such as installation of an 1nﬁltrat10n control system
(e.g., low permeability cover/cap). The stabilized tanks will be strong enough to support
the weight of the infiltration control system without failure and associated subsidence-

related damage to the overlying low permeability cover/cap.

Grouting will provide reduction in mobility by (1) increasing the structural stability of the
tanks, thereby preventing the worst-case scenario of simultaneous tank failure and
instantaneous material release, (2) incorporating some of the residual material into the
grout matrix, and (3) providing material of low permeability (the grout itself) in the tanks,

which will reduce infiltration through the tanks. In addition, the resulting solid mass will
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XII. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The OSTs pose a potential threat to human health and the environment. In addition, the
tanks must be stabilized before the final action for the ORWBG can be implemented.

This interim action is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
Federal and State ARARs for this limited-scope action, and is cost-effective.
Stabilization by grouting offers permanence and, because the residual material in the
tanks is considered PTSM, uses treatment to the extent practicable. Subsequent remedial
actions will address the risks and uncertainties posed by the conditions at the ORWBG.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site above health-
based levels, a review will be conducted within five years after commencement of the
remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of
human health and the environment. Because this is an IROD, review of this site and of
this remedy will continue while the decision-making process continues for final closure
of the ORWBG.

XIII. EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The SB/IAPP provided for involvement with the community through a document review
process and a public comment period. Comments received are addressed in the
Responsiveness Summary in Appendix A. No significant changes to the selected remedy
resulted from the public comments.

XIV. RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
The Responsiveness Summary is included as Appendix A of this document.
XV. POST-ROD DOCUMENT SCHEDULE AND DESCRIPTION

Figure 7 is an interim action implementation schedule showing the post-IROD document
submittals and the remedial action start date. Construction of the interim action is
scheduled to begin in November 2001. The interim action is expected to be completed by
February 2003.

A final action for the entire ORWBG will be implemented after completion of the interim
action. The completion dates for the final SB/PP and ROD have not yet been determined.
The final action for the ORWBG will be proposed in a final SB/PP, which will be offered
for public review. The public comment period for the final SB/PP will be announced in
newspapers and on local radio stations.
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GEORGIA

Burial Ground Complex

Figure 1. Location of the Burial Ground Complex at SRS
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Figure 3. Map of the OSTs
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Unit Closure/Remediation per ROD
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Figure 5. RCRA/CERCLA Logic Flowchart
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Figure 7. Implementation Schedule for the OSTs
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Table 1. Concentrations of Constituents of Interest in the OSTs

T00Z ISNaNY "9iiS JIATY JEuueAes

Inventery for Contaminants of Interest (4Ci (or radi lides, ppm for ¢h )
H-3 Co-b0 Sr-90 Te-99 Cs-137 U-238 Np-237 Pu-238 Pu-239 Cadmivm Lead Mercury VOCe
TANK | Liquids | Solids | Liquids | Solids | Liquids | Solids | Liquids ] Solids | Liquids | Solids | Liquids | Sekds Liquids § Solids | Liquids | Sofids | Liquids | Solids | Liquids | Solids | Liquids | Solids Liquids | Selids | Liquids | Selids
t 2.2E401 <48 13+ <M 18E+08 | 44EM 28492 ND STE+03 <54 B.4IZ+02 | 28E+08 | 10E+82 «19 LIE+AS | J.GE+3 | 61E+0) «<1% <1 ND <l ND 9.7E+01 ND 14E00 ND
H JIE+2 <3 <7 <319 TEE+02 TILA1 | 40kt ND TILHEY | 5601408 ND 11442 | 44E41 < 6OE+3 | 1B 48 «T6708 <.} ND < ND LTE+00 ND <DLs ND
3 LIRS | LSE+02 | L4E+D <ny S2E404 | 78K | ATEM ND 4404 | 1BE404 | ISI4R3 | 30402 | 20E+02 | 1.SE+01 | 1SE+04 | TOR+M4 LEE+84 | 19404 <l ND <3 ND 208+00 ND 1OE+00 ND
4 382403 ND <P <19 LTE+84 <1t LIEH ND L4E+0S | 3.15+83 | B.71I+83 | LIE+0S <338 <11 13E+84 LIE+4 <6J600 1.92+83 | LIE+WS ND <37 ND TSE+S ND <DLs ND
s ND ND <5600 <t ND ND ND N 40+08 | soz+on | 210+03 | 0IES2 «<in <877 LIE+S6 | 45E+02 | 19E+84 | 24E+81 e 2 ) ND L+ ND 440 ND <DLe NO
¢ SIE+8) ND ESEHIZ | LIE+D2 | 1.0E+03 | SSEi@4 | 1L7E40) ND SOL+M | 1IE+84 | 290402 | 27E48D <M 1.5E+02 1LIE+04 | SaEses <47408 LAY ) L.oE 81 ND <9 ND 9.1E+00 ND <DLs ND
? LIE+) ND <28 <119 LYE+0S | LOE«84 | 404 ND LIE+8S | TIE493 04 | B6IE+83 | L1E4SD § SOE+88 | 1.IE+eS LIE+e4 1.2E+05 | 18E+84 | 178400 ND <46 ND 14E+01 ND <DLy ND
] 9.4E+92 ND Rl ] s SOE+03 | SIE | GaEH02 ND A4E+8S | S.aR+es | 330402 | LoE+81 <29 T8 | 14E404 | SOE04 <23600 T4E+03 | LeEL8 ND <l ND 1L+ ND 1.3E+01 ND
’ Ne Samples were Analyzed for Tank 509
1 Ne Samples srere Analyzed for Tank 510
1] ND I ND I 4g4 I <834 I ND | ND I ND I ND SIEH4 l T4E+81 I <iLé | STE83 | 1IE-81 l <0644 I L4E+S | Y.IE+81 | 24E+83 | STE+0 | seget I ND I BYE+e I ND l 0.2E+00 I ND <DL» I ND
12 Ne Samples were Analyzed for Tank 312
13 415400 ND SEEHL | 6SEH8 | 24E+M | 23E404 | LK4®D ND LIESS | 36x+04 | 281+0) <i6.2 <¢é 1IE+01 | G408 | LiEess <3760 LI+ | LIE+OR ND <6 ND 15E+00 ND 1.02+83 ND
" 1.2E+03 ND SSEHI | SEEH | BIEHM ND 1.6E+0) ND SIE+84 | 132402 | S.AE+03 | nilteo2 | LiE+03 | oM LSE+8S | &R+ 122484 | 40E+91 | 1OL+0 ND < ND LOE+8) ND 6.7E81 ND
15 ND ND ND THEM ND ND ND ND ND 4. ND 1.7L-02 ND T4E84 IND 43 ND LIEN ND negs ND 9L+ ND LIE+02 ND “Dle
[ ND ND ND <1360 ND ND ND ND ND 235T+08 ND S04 ND <510 ND 1.5E+06 ND 1.52+06 ND 1OE+00 ND LEE+ ND TOE+81 ND <Dla
1”7 No Samples were Analyzed for Tank 817
18 Ne Samples were Anelyred for Tank 318
19 19E+0) | <ité L4E403 | <1900 | 14EMS ND 40E+03 ND LSENSS | SOES4 | K04 | B6e0d | 10403 | 26Ee03 | mameos | s2Eess | 23mesd | 21ees | ropsee | corson | Temiee | wapem CSEAl | d2me02 | S3Eeme ND
20 1.0E+84 <S8 SSE+N <% 1344 | LIE+01 LIE+4 | LIE+S0 | 026408 | 4.9E+84 | LIE+04 | 330403 | 19E+03 | L0E+02 | 41E+06 | SiE+es 9.4E+84 | SoE+84 <1 LOE+81 <1 2IE+0 | LIEMS) 46E+01 | B4Fs00 ND
] JIEH) | L4E+RS | TIE+00 <476 CSEHIS | 24E+83 | 4TE+02 ND L4 | 735403 | 210403 | saeen | t6re02 | L2Ee0s | 21Eees | somsas | o 2403 | 402404 «] 3.0E+08 <1 (%321 49E8 .0t 1AE+00 <DLy
n 1L ND SIEH0L | J8EMI | SSE«S | 278402 | S4E402 ND 1320408 | 230404 | 17248} <153 3SE+02 | LIE+01 | ATE+08 | 3.0E+0s <TT100 20K 1LoEM T9E+8 <9 SSE+ 1401 6.2E+81 <Dls <PLs
ND - Ne Data
<" - Roswlt Jess thiam the detection Himit
DL - Detection Limit
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Table 2. OST Alternatives

Liquids Solids
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OST |-a
OST Ii-d X X
OST Il-e X X
OST Ii-t X X
OST Ik X X

Tanks would be stabilized under all alternatives except
No Action (OST I-a).

The final remedy for the ORWBG (including institutional
controls and an infiltration control system) will also be
applied to the OSTs.
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Table 3. ARARs for the Selected Remedy

Citation(s) Status Requirement Summary Reason for Inclusion
Chemical
40 CFR 61.92 Applicable Emissions of radionuclides to the Remedial activities could
National Emission ambient air from Department of generate airbomne
Standards for Energy facilities shall not exceed radionuclides.
Hazardous Air those amounts that would cause any
Pollutants member of the public to receive in
any year an effective dose
equivalent of 10 mrem/yr
10 CFR 835 Applicable Establish radiation protection Establishes dose limits for
Occupational standards, limits, and program employees, members of the
Radiation Protection requirements for protecting public during direct on-site
individuals from ionizing radiation access. Establishes monitoring
resulting from the conduct of requirements, posting and
USDOE activities 10 CFR 835.1001 | labeling requirements
mandates as low as reasonably
achievable (ALARA) principles
Action
40 CFR 50.6, and Applicable The concentration of particulate Operation of heavy equipment
SCR.61-62.5 matter (PM,,) in ambient air shall will generate airborne dust that
Standard 2 Ambient not exceed 50 ug/m® (annual will have the potential to
Air Quality Standard arithmetic mean) or 150 ug/m® (24- | exceed the levels specified.
hour average concentration) Dust suppression will likely be
required to minimize dust
emissions.
SCR.61-62.6 Applicable Emission of fugitive particulate Construction activities shall
Fugitive Dust matter shall be controlled in such a minimize fugitive emissions.
manner and to the degree that it does | Operation of heavy equipment
not cause undesirable air pollution has the potential to generate
airborne particulate matter.
SC R.72-300 Applicable Storm water management and Construction activities,
Standards for sediment control plan for land including operation of heavy
Stormwater disturbances equipment, will require an
Management and erosion control plan.
Sediment Reduction
40 CFR 264.197, Relevant and If tanks are closed with waste left in | This requirement addresses
SCR.61-79.264.197 Appropriate place, the tank system must be problems or situations similar
Federal and State closed and perform the post-closure | to the circumstances of the
Hazardous Waste care requirements that apply to anticipated final response
Regulations, Tank landfills (Section 264.310) action. The other solvent tanks
System Closure and and parts of the burial ground
Post Closure Care were closed per this
: requirement.

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations
SCR = South Carolina Regulations



Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives - OSTs

OST 11§
Remove liquids and
OST II-f solids, solidify for

EVALUATION OST I-a OST 1I-d OST Il-e Remove liquids to CIF, disposal at TRU Pads,
CRITERIA No Action Vitrification Grouting then Grout then Grout
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Human Health Not protective. Protective. Protective. Protective. Protective.

Does not prevent

intrusion.
Environment Not protective. Protective. Protective. Protective. Protective.

Does not stabilize unit.

Does not mitigate leaching

of tank contents.
Compliance with ARARs
Chemical-Specific | Does not comply with Complies with all ARARs. | Complies with all ARARs. | Complies with all ARARs. | Complies with all ARARs.

ARARs. ’
Location-Specific None. None. None. None. None.
Action-Specific None. Complies with all ARARs. | Complies with all ARARs. | Complies with all ARARs. | Complies with all ARARs.
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Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives — OSTs (Continued)

OST I1-§
Remove liquids and
OST 1I-f solids, solidify for
EVALUATION | OST I-a OST I1-d OST Il-e Remove liquids to CIF, | disposal at TRU Pads,
CRITERIA No Action Vitrification Grouting then Grout then Grout

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Magnitude of
Residual Risks

the tanks pose a risk to an
inadvertent intruder, and
tank failure and collapse
would eventually occur.

Without tank stabilization,

Vitrification would
preclude intrusion and
would stabilize the unit by
preventing collapse.

Grouting would preclude
intrusion and would
stabilize the unit by
preventing collapse.

Intrusion of liquids would
be mitigated by source
removal.

Grouting would preclude
intrusion of the solids and
would stabilize the unit by
preventing collapse.

Intrusion would be
mitigated by source
removal.

Grouting would stabilize
the unit by preventing
collapse.

Permanence Not Applicable. Permanent. Permanent. Permanent. Permanent.
There are no remedy Vitrification is one of the | Even though grout Even though grout
components. most permanent remedial eventually deteriorates in

solutions for isolating
waste.

the very long-term, the
resulting material would

still prevent tank collapse.

eventually deteriorates in
the very long-term, the
resulting material would
still prevent tank collapse.

Reduction in Toxici

ty, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Degree of
Expected
Reduction in
Toxicity

No reduction other than
natural radioactive decay.

No reduction other than
natural radioactive decay.

No reduction other than
natural radioactive decay.

No reduction other than
natural radioactive decay.

Toxicity of liquids
transferred to the
receiving facility.

No reduction other than
natural radioactive decay.

Toxicity transferred to the
receiving facility.
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Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives — OSTs (Continued)

OST I1-j
Remove liquids and
OST II-f solids, solidify for

EVALUATION OST I-a OST Ii-d OST Il-e Remove liguids to CIF, | disposal at TRU Pads,
CRITERIA No Action Vitrification Grouting then Grout then Grout
Degree of None. Very high. Mobility of High. Grouting would Very high. Mobility of Very high. Mobility
Expected tank contents and some provide reduction in liquids eliminated by transferred to the
Reduction in surrounding soils mobility by (1) increasing | incineration and receiving facility and then
Mobility essentially eliminated by the structural stability of conversion to ash.

isolating the
contamination in a glassy
matrix.

the tanks, thereby
preventing the worst-case
scenario of simultaneous
tank collapse and failure,
(2) incorporating some of
the residual material into
the grout matrix, and (3)
providing a low
permeability material (the
grout itself) that would
reduce infiltration through
the tanks.

Grouting would provide
reduction in mobility by
(1) increasing the
structural stability of the
tanks, thereby preventing
the worst-case scenario of
simultaneous tank
collapse and failure, (2)
incorporating some of the
residual material into the
grout matrix, and (3)
providing a low
permeability material (the
grout itself) that would
reduce infiltration through
the tanks.

eliminated by incineration
and stabilization.
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Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives — OSTs (Continued)

OST IL-j
Remove liquids and
OST 11-f solids, solidify for
EVALUATION OST I-a OST 11-d OST Il-e Remove liquids to CIF, | disposal at TRU Pads,
CRITERIA No Action Vitrification Grouting then Grout then Grout
Degree of None. Negligible change in Volume increased by Negligible change in Volume eliminated on-
Expected volume. mixing with grout. volume on-unit. unit.
Reduction in
Volume

Extensive pretreatment of
the liquids, including
blending, would be
required to meet CIF
waste acceptance criteria.
This may increase the
volume of the liquids by
1000 times. Volume is
eventually minimized by
incineration and
conversion to ash.

Volume of waste increases
as materials and
equipment become
contaminated during
removal, handling,
staging, transportation,
and storage.

Volume of liquids and
solids eventually
increased during off-unit
stabilization for
dispositioning at the TRU
Pads.

Volume increases as
materials and equipment
become contaminated
during removal, handling,
staging, transportation,
and storage.
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Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives — OSTs (Continued)

OST II-j
Remove liquids and

OST 11-f solids, solidify for
EVALUATION OST I-a OST 11-d OST Il-e Remove liquids to CIF, | disposal at TRU Pads,
CRITERIA No Action Vitrification Grouting then Groui then Grout

Short-Term Effectiveness

Risk to Workers

None. No onsite activity.

Minimal to moderate risk
to create new access
points in each tank to
inject frit.

Moderate risk associated
with the possibility of
direct exposure to tank

contents and heavy
equipment use.

Minimal risk associated

with grout injection. Risk
is slightly higher for high
pressure applications than

for low nracqura
10T 10W IOsSurG

applications.

Maoderate risk associated
with the possibility of
direct exposure to tank
contents and heavy
equipment use.

Moderate risk associated
with removal of the
liquids, staging,
transportation, storage,
meatrantromt  aed
Pl\«tlvallll\«lll, alu

disposal.

Moderate risk associated
with high-pressure grout
injection. Risk is higher
for high pressure

applications than for low

pressure applications.

Minimal nisk associated

with heavy equipment use.

Moderate to high risk
associated with removing

liquids and solids, staging,

transportation, storage,
pretreatment, and
disposal. Removal would
necessitate extensive
intrusive activities,
including creation of new
access points in each tank
and physical or chemical

ramanval af tha hardanad
TeidvYai O1 ui naraGenca

sludges on the tank walls.

Minimal risk associated
with grout injection. Risk
is slightly higher for high
pressure applications than
for low pressure

applications.

Minimal risk associated

with heavy equipment use.

None. No onsite activity.

No €Xposure concerns;
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miles from the nearest
SRS boundary.

Negligible increase in off-
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No exposure concerns;
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miles from the nearest
SRS boundary.

Negligible increase in off-
QRQ wob i b oo
SRS vehicular iraffic.

No exposure concerns;
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I D JUvaLLYU dvvYulal
miles from the nearest
SRS boundary.

Negligible increase in off-
SRS vehicular traffic.

No exposure concerns;
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Il D 1Ivvalvu suvulial
miles from the nearest
SRS boundary.

Negligible increase in off-
SRS vehicular traffic.
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Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives — OSTs (Continued)

OST I1-j
Remove liquids and
OST II-f solids, solidify for
EVALUATION OST I-a OST 1I-d OST ll-e Remove liquids to CIF, | disposal at TRU Pads,
CRITERIA No Action Vitrification Grouting then Grout then Grout
Time until Protection not achieved. 6 to 12 months after ROD | 6 to 12 months after ROD | 30 years 12 to 18 months after
Protection is is approved. is approved. ROD is approved.
Achieved With current backlog at
CIF, incineration of OST
liquids could begin in 20
years. Incineration of the
blended OST liquids
expected to take 10 years.
Implementability
Availability of No materials, equipment, Limited number of Minor difficulties in CIF not available for 20 No facility is available at
Materials, or contractors required. qualified contractors for selecting qualified years. present at SRS to
Equipment, vitrification. contractors for grouting. New tanks may be needed | stabilize/package the
Contractors to accommodate waste at | waste.
Grouting uses standard NSSTs.
construction equipment Minor difficulties in
with some specialized Minor difficulties in selecting qualified
attachments. selecting qualified contractors for removal.
contractors for removal.
Administrative No administrative None. None. Evaluation of regulatory Evaluation of regulatory
Feasibility/ constraints to and waste acceptance and waste acceptance
Regulatory implementation. requirements at CIF. requirements at the TRU
Requirements Pads.

CIF has low inventory
limits for radionuclides.

CIF blowdown must meet
very strict waste
acceptance criteria for
alpha contamination at the
ETF.

Pretreated TRU waste
should satisfy the
requirements needed for
disposal at WIPP.
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Table 4. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives — OSTs (Continued)

Value

OST I1-j
Remove liquids and
OST 1II-f solids, solidify for
EVALUATION OST I-a OST 11-d OST 1l-e Remove liquids to CIF, | disposal at TRU Pads,
CRITERIA No Action Vitrification Grouting then Grout then Grout
Technical Readily implementable. Some concerns since in- Implementable. Extensive pretreatment Pretreatment would be
Feasibility situ vitrification is an would be required to meet | required to meet WIPP
emﬂging technology and | ‘1y.c techni ques used for waste acceptance criteria waste acceptance criteria.
not widely proven. Off- construction are well of the CIF.
gas hooc.i may berequired, | derstood. Some difficulty in
an('i ::ddlf;;)rt;a] access ( determining a
points will be necessary to A solidification medium that
add glass frit. Injecting the grout, and will ensure a stable waste
developing the correct f ith i
grout “recipe” present orm with no resulting
some feasibility free-standing liquid.
challenges.
Monitoring None. Minor process Minor process Minor process Minor process
Considerations confirmation testing. No confirmation testing. No | confirmation testing after | confirmation testing after
long-term monitoring long-term monitoring grouting. No long-term grouting. No long-term
requirements. requirements. monitoring requirements monitoring requirements
at the unit. at the unit.
Monitoring requirements Monitoring requirements
of liquids transferred to of liquids and solids
the receiving facility. transferred to the
receiving facilities.
Cost
Capital Cost $0 $11.0 million $4.3 million $186.9 million $24.1 million
0&M Cost $32,000 $82,000 $82,000 $82,000 $82,000
Total Present $32,000 $11.1 million $4.4 million $190.0 million $24.2 million

The final remedy for the ORWBG (including institutional controls and an infiltration control system) wili also be applied to the OSTs.

Costs for institutional controls (long-term monitoring and access controls) and an infiltration contro! system (low permeability cap/cover) are not included in these
estimates because they are included in the final remediation costs for the ORWBG as a whole.
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Table 5. Cost Estimate for Alternative OST-Ile, Grout OSTs
WRS DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT COST TOTAL COST
DIRECT CAPITAL COSTS
101 PREPARATION
101.1 Treatability Study (laboratory testing) 1 LS 400,000 $400,000
101.2 Mobilization/Demobilization 1 LS 50,000 $50,000
101.3 Site Preparation & Decontamination Pad 1 LS 50,000 $50,000
102 IN-SITU GROUTING
102.1 Subcontractor/Construction 1 LS 771,687 $771,687
102.2 Grout Pump, Truck (26 weeks) 1 LS 55,405 $55,405
102.3 Mounted,Hental,4" line,80' boom(20 ton crane (26 weeks)) 1 LS 40,015 $40,015
102.4  RCO non-exempt (3) 1 LS 165,110 $165,110
102.5 Industrial hygiene (1) 1 LS 44,453 $44.453
102.6  Hepa Filters (22) 1 LS . 27,286 $27,286
102.7  Grout/CLSM (1,518 CY) 1 LS 150,616 $150,616
102.8 Rad Containment Structure (22) 1 LS 13,643 $13,643
102.9 Construction Engineer, exempt. 1 LS 130,187 $130,187
103 POST-CONSTRUCTION
103.1 Survey 1 LS 3,000 $3,000
103.2 Final Safety Inspection 1 LS 6,000 $6,000
103.3 Documentation 1 LS 16,000 $16,000
TOTAL DIRECT CAPITAL COSTS $1,823,402
INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS
Engineering and design (15% of total direct capital cost) $288,510
Project/construction management (30% of totai direct capital cost) $577,021
Health and safety (10% of total direct capital cost) $192,340
Overhead markups (40% of total direct capital cost) $769,361
Contingency (30% of tota! direct capital cost) $577,021
TOTAL INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS $2,404,253
TOTAL ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS $4,327,655
O&M COSTS
ROD Reviews (every five years for 30 years) 6 ea 15,000
Inspections and Maintenance ($4,000 per year for 30 years) 1 yr 4,000
Number of Years 30
Interest Rate (i} 0.07
Presenti Worth of ROD Reviews $32,367
Present Worth of Inspections and Maintenance $49,636
TOTAL ESTIMATED O&M COSTS $82,003
TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $4,409,658

Because the time to construct is short, the present worth of capital costs equals the total estimated capital cost in constant

{non-discounted) dollars.
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APPENDIX A - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

The 45-day public comment period for the SB/IAPP for the OSTs began on April 4, 2001
and ended on May 18, 2001. The SB/IAPP was also presented to the Environmental
Restoration Committee of the SRS Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) in an open public
meeting on April 23, 2001. Specific comments and responses are found below.

Public Comments

Comment 1: I support the proposed action's preferred alternative (ost ii-3) to
completely grout the solvent tanks in place. (Bill Lawless).

Thank you for your participation in the decision-making process.
USDOE, SCDHEC, and USEPA agree that grouting is the most viable
and cost-effective alternative to prevent tank collapse.

Comment 2: I am concerned that the closure cost is excessive, and I request that the
agencies involved do a better job in figuring out how to reduce future
costs to the taxpayer for this type of closure; I am particularly concerned
that money must be expended to modify the RCRA permit; if the closure
plan is technically sound, if all parties including regulators and
stakeholders agree to the closure plan, why isn't the permit modification
included as a part of the agreement? Not being a part of the final
agreement means there is more opportunity for bureaucratic or
administrative costs above and beyond the costs of closure, reducing the
funds available for future closures. (Bill Lawless).

The ORWBG, which includes the OSTs, is regulated by both the SRS
Federal Facility Agreement and the SRS RCRA Permit (SCI 890 008
989) under a streamlined remedial process that integrates and
combines the requirements of CERCLA and RCRA. Because
grouting the tanks is permanent and there are no plans to reverse the
action, a modification to the RCRA Permit is required to acknowledge
the end-state of the tanks. To minimize any additional costs required
under RCRA, the three parties (US DOE, US EPA, and SCDHEC)
have agreed that many of the CERCLA documents required can be
used to satisfy RCRA as well. While stakeholders are asked to
comment on the IAPP to satisfy the CERCLA public participation
requirements, the stakeholders are given an opportunity to comment
on the draft RCRA permit language to satisfy the RCRA public
participation requirements at the same time. After the comment
period has ended, the IROD is signed and the RCRA permit is issued
simultaneously.

As reflected in the SB/IAPP, agreement on the remedial strategy
among the three parties has been reached; that consensus will serve to
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Comment 3:

expedite the permit modification without significant delay or cost.
Furthermore, because there are other parts of the ORWBG that
reguire remediation, the RCRA permit modification for the final

action at the ORWBG will snmply require updating to include the
AAAAAAA ) P o mamenid AR dinee £ dlan il andinm
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should not require significant time and cost expenditure.

I agree with the preferred alternative of grouting the old solvent tanks.
The risks shown in the report for all alternatives are quite low and do not
allow your reviewers to differentiate between alternatives. For me to
reach my conclusion on this alternative required considerable study of
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contributor to my decision is to prevent collapse of the solvent tanks with
the ensuing collection of precipitation to overflow and then release of the
contents of the tanks to surface and flow to the Four-Mile Branch. This
would occur in the No Action Alternative (OST la) if no remediation were
performed. The risks from this event should have been included in the
report. The $1.9 million dollars for this grout alternative should eliminate
this concern. (W. Lee Poe, Jr.).
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workers and community during implementation of the remedy, and

(2) residual risks to human heaith and the environment that remain

after implementation is complete. These are summarized below.

(1) The comparative analysis identifies that grouting poses lower risk
to workers than vitrification or removal. There is no exposure

risk to the community for any of the alternatives because the OSTs
are located within a secured government f'aﬂlltv (SRS); the

community will not be allowed near the unit durmg remedlatlon.
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alternative would be similar for all alternatives (except the No
Action base case alternative), as all aiternatives wouid prevent
tank collapse. No Action would clearly pose unacceptable risks, as
the tanks could collapse in the future. The potential scenario you
describe (collection of precipitation and overflow) is one of several
potential exposure scenarios under No Action that could present

an unaccentable risk to human health and the environment
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Although the SB/IAPP does not specnfically describe each potentlal
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tank collapse and release of the tank contents to the environment
should be prevented. USDOE, SCDHEC, and USEPA agree that
grouting is the most viable and cost-effective alternative to prevent

tank collapse.
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Comment 4:  Section V should be strengthened and misleading information corrected.

Comment 5:

For example, in the Contaminant Fate and Transport Analysis (on pages 6
and 7, the italicized subtitles Unacceptable Risk to Surface Waters and
Unacceptable Risk to Groundwater Quality Under the ORWBG infer the
condition to be unacceptable. The remainder of the paragraphs says no
unacceptable risk exists. In both paragraphs, the closing statements are
“does not pose a current or future risk to the community”. Correct the
italicize subheading. (W. Lee Poe, Jr.).

Modeling indicates that if a worst-case scenario were to occur
(instantaneous and simultaneous release of the contents of all 22
tanks), groundwater under the unit might be impacted above MCLs.
This represents an ‘“unacceptable risk to groundwater quality”.
However, as stated in the SB/IAPP, contaminant migration to
groundwater does not pose a risk to the community because public
use of groundwater under the ORWBG is prohibited, and USDOE
has taken steps to prevent residential water usage in the future.

The interim action will help to reduce mobility of the residual tank
contents by (1) preventing simultaneous tank failure and release, (2)
incorporating some of the contaminants into the grout matrix, and (3)
reducing rainwater infiltration through the tank contents. To further
reduce the risk of leaching, USDOE, SCDHEC, and USEPA have
agreed that an infiltration control system will be placed over the OSTs
as part of the final action for the ORWBG. This will be detailed in the
final ROD for the ORWBG.

I could find no information supporting the Conclusion on page 7. The text
says the risk is small for all alternatives. The remainder of the Section V
seems to support the opposite conclusion that the risk is minimal. (W. Lee
Poe, Jr.).

The conclusion that a release may present a ‘threat to public health,
welfare, or the environment” is reached primarily because of the
exposure risk that would occur if the tanks were to structurally fail
and the contents become more accessible to the public and/or spread
into the environment. Section V provides an example of this
unacceptable risk: “For example, if an inadvertent intruder were to
access the tanks, unacceptable exposure would occur and the waste
could be released into surrounding soils where it may impact plants
and animals”. This risk is mitigated by grouting the tanks.
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Comment 6: The second paragraph of Section VII, says existing institutional controls

Comment 7:

Comment &:

will be maintained until a final remedy is selected. That is a comforting
statement but I could not find IC the paragraph is talking about. The IC’s
should be discussed in either Section IIl or IV. (W. Lee Poe, Jr.).

Existing institutional controls will be maintained until a final remedy
is selected. Existing institutional controls include (1) physical access
controls to prevent unauthorized entry to SRS and the ORWBG
(fences, guards, security patrols, etc.), (2) administrative controls
(SRS is a secured government facility with land use restrictions), and
(3) routine inspection and site maintenance of the ORWBG and OSTs
(maintenance of signs, erosion control, etc.). USDOE, SCDHEC, and
USEPA have agreed that institutional controls will also be a
component of the final action for the ORWBG. These will be detailed
in the final ROD for the ORWBG.

I do not think the heavy alpha emitters (last paragraph on page 3) will
settle out of the solvent with aging. This is technically inaccurate
statement. The organic currently in the CIF storage tanks (the solvent
that was transferred from the ORWBG solvent tanks) still has significant
alpha activity in the organic phase. (W. Lee Poe, Jr.).

SRS agrees that significant alpha activity remains in the organic
phase. However, sampling of each phase demonstrates that activities
of alpha emitters are higher in the sludge/solid phase than in the
organic phase, indicating that some of the alpha contamination settles
out in the sludge/solid phase. The proposed remedy will prevent tank
collapse, thus limiting exposure to any of the phases that remain in the
tanks.

I see no justification for the vitrification or the removal alternatives. 1
hope that the agreement on the interim action will not include those two
alternatives. They are much more expensive and do not provide greater
risk mitigation. (W. Lee Poe, Jr.).

Thank you for your participation in the decision-making process.
USDOE, SCDHEC, and USEPA agree that grouting is the most viable
and cost-effective alternative to prevent tank collapse.

CAB Recommendations

None.





